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A Qualitative Application of the
Diffusion of Innovations Theory to
Examine Determinants of Guideline
Adherence Among Physical Therapists
Janneke Harting, Geert MJ Rutten, Steven TJ Rutten, Stef P Kremers
Background. Evidence-based practice has become a major issue in physical
therapy. Many evidence-based guidelines, however, are not used extensively after
dissemination, and interventions aimed at increasing guideline adherence often have
limited effects.
Objective. As a prerequisite for changing this situation, the aims of this study
were to gain an in-depth understanding of the determinants of guideline adherence
among physical therapists in the Netherlands and to evaluate the opportunities of a
theoretical framework in this respect.
Design and Methods. This observational study consisted of 3 focus group
interviews (n12, 10, and 8) between November 2002 and January 2003. Physical
therapists were asked to discuss their opinions about and experiences with the Dutch
guidelines for low back pain. Data were analyzed qualitatively using a directed
approach to content analysis. Both the interview route and the analysis of the
interviews were informed by Rogers’ Diffusion of Innovations Theory.
Results. Our study yielded in-depth insights into the various determinants of
guideline adherence. Overall, the participants had rather unfavorable opinions about
issues related to the dissemination of the guidelines (first phase of the diffusion
process) and provided relatively little information on the subsequent adoption pro-
cess (second phase of the diffusion process). The theoretical framework appeared to
be a useful tool to properly structure the focus group interviews, to systematically
analyze the data collected, and to determine that supplementary interviews would be
necessary to cover the entire diffusion process.
Conclusions. Our findings indicated that the diffusion process of guidelines
among physical therapists was not yet completed. The use of theory can provide
added value to guideline implementation studies.
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Evidence-based practice hasbecome a major issue in physi-cal therapy.1,2 Evidence-based
practice has been defined as “the
conscientious, explicit, and judi-
cious use of current best evidence in
making decisions about the care of
individual patients.”3(p2) Over the
past 2 decades, physical therapists
increasingly have been encouraged
to take an evidence-based ap-
proach.1,4 Although most physical
therapists have a favorable attitude
to the use of evidence in practice,
they also encounter several barriers
to evidence-based practice.1,5 As a
means of enhancing evidence-based
physical therapy, clinical practice
guidelines have become a familiar
part of physical therapist practice.6
Such guidelines thus create an ideal
opportunity to systematically bring
scientific evidence into practice.7
Therefore, clinical practice guide-
lines are a promising and effective
tool for improving the quality of
care.8,9
Many guidelines, however, are not
extensively used after dissemina-
tion.10–12 With regard to the further
adoption and implementation of
guidelines, it has been suggested that
it is important to acknowledge the
complexity of clinical behavior and
especially the role of motivational
determinants, such as opinions, val-
ues, and vested interests.13 Many in-
terventions aimed at changing be-
havior have been pursued in the
absence of clear information about
the reasons why practitioners did
not exhibit the preferred behavior.14
Consequently, such interventions
may have lacked a rationale for the
choice of their content and, there-
fore, produced only small to moder-
ate effects.11,15–17 More research into
the details of actual implementation
is needed to better understand the
critical determinants of change in
practice, and such research prefera-
bly should be systematic and theory
based.11,15 This article reports on
one of the first steps in such a
planned approach,18 that of theory-
based focus group interviews
amongst Dutch physical therapists
with regard to the national guide-
lines for the treatment of people
with low back pain.
The Dutch physical therapy guide-
lines for low back pain were devel-
oped by the Central Guideline
Project (CGP) under the auspices of
the Royal Dutch Society of Physio-
therapy (referred to below as “the
Society”) in collaboration with the
Dutch Institute of Allied Health
Care.19 The guidelines describe the
diagnostic and therapeutic actions
that physical therapists should per-
form when faced with patients with
nonspecific low back pain (Fig. 1).
This diagnosis is defined as “low
back pain without a specified physi-
cal cause, eg nerve root compression
(radicular syndrome), trauma, infec-
tion or tumour.”19(p83) The essential
physical therapy decisions recom-
mended by the guidelines are based
on the best available scientific evi-
dence. A vital difference from previ-
ous practice is the lower importance
assigned to the management of pa-
tients’ impairments. Instead, the
guidelines emphasize an activating
approach, in which physical activity
is advised instead of bed rest, active
strategies such as exercise therapy
and training are applied, and a hands-
off policy is recommended for pa-
tients with acute low back pain. The
guidelines also introduce a behav-
ioral approach aimed at restoring ac-
tivities and social participation for
patients with chronic low back pain.
1. Contact physician in case of specific low back pain
2. Additional diagnostics
a. Use questionnaires to assess daily functioning
b. Assess psychosocial factors that influence recovery process
3. Treatment objectives
a. Enhance knowledge and insight
b. Improve activities and social participation
c. Improve relevant physiological functions
d. Improve coping strategies
4. Treatment strategies
a. Provide information and advice
b. Train physiological functions and activities
5. Number of sessions
a. 3 in case of normal recovery process
6. Provide the following information:
a. Stay active
b. Pain does not always mean tissue damage
c. Low back pain has a favorable prognosis
d. Practice sports on a regular basis
e. Perform exercises on a regular basis
f. Restrict work to actual capacity
Figure 1.
Recommendations of Dutch physical therapy guidelines for low back pain.19
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The guidelines are composed of sev-
eral parts: a summary, an extensive
description of preferred procedures
and available evidence, and recom-
mended measurement instruments
(Fig. 2). As the implementation of
the guidelines was recognized to be
the “Achilles heel” of the project, the
CGP decided to apply a cultural-
political strategy for their develop-
ment.20 Such a strategy acknowl-
edges that physical therapists, as
relatively autonomous professionals,
should be regarded as active partners
in the developments and innovations
in their field. In addition, the CGP
chose to design a stepwise diffusion
plan for the dissemination and adop-
tion of the guidelines.20 Such a plan
recognizes that the consecutive
steps of the diffusion process may
present different barriers, which, in
turn, may require different diffusion
strategies (Fig. 3). Despite these de-
liberately selected development and
diffusion efforts, adherence to the
Dutch physical therapy guidelines
for low back pain recently was found
to be still only moderate.12,21,22
This article reports on a qualitative
study to gain an in-depth understand-
ing of the determinants of adherence
to the guidelines for low back pain
among physical therapists in the
Netherlands. Because Dutch physi-
cal therapists were assumed to per-
ceive the then-recently developed
guidelines, with their change in
treatment strategies, as an innova-
tion, we adopted the stepwise Inno-
vation Decision Process of Rogers’
Diffusion of Innovations Theory as
the basis for the present study.23,24
Rogers’ widely used theory covers
the entire diffusion process and
offers the opportunity to integrate
various theoretical constructs in the
different steps of the diffusion pro-
cess.25 Its application, therefore, was
considered especially helpful in ex-
amining the progression of the diffu-
sion process of low back pain guide-
lines and in identifying the potential
promoting and impeding determi-
nants throughout the diffusion
process.
Rogers’ Innovation Decision Pro-
cess23 distinguishes 5 successive
stages (Fig. 4).26 The first 2 are men-
tal stages and are referred to as the
“dissemination process.” The first
dissemination stage, the “knowledge
stage,” requires that the potential
users become acquainted with the
innovation and develop an adequate
understanding of it. In the subse-
quent “persuasion stage,” the po-
tential adopters have to develop a
positive attitude toward the innova-
tion.23,27 The decisive factors for this
mostly affective process are the per-
ceived characteristics of the innova-
tion, such as its relative advantage,
compatibility, complexity, “trialabil-
ity” (the ability to test an innova-
tion), observability (the degree to
which the results of an innovation
are visible to others), and flexibili-
ty.23,28 In addition, the perceived
consequences, that is, the perceived
social or material risks, may play a
part in this persuasion stage.23,27,29
The last 3 stages of the diffusion pro-
cess are behavioral stages and are
called the “adoption process.” First,
potential adopters have to decide
whether to adopt or reject the inno-
1. A 2-page summary of the main issues of the guidelines for daily use: “the
card”
2. A booklet that provides:
a. A description of the recommendations for the diagnostic and thera-
peutic process when treating patients with nonspecific low back pain
b. An extensive description of the best available evidence and an
explanation of the process of developing the guidelines
3. Three recommended measurement instruments:
a. Visual analog scale for pain
b. Quebec Back Pain Disability Scale
c. Dutch version of the Patient-Specific Functional Scale
Figure 2.
Contents of the Dutch physical therapy guidelines for nonspecific low back pain.19
Diffusion
Steps Likely Barriers Strategies
Orientation ● Not familiar with
● No interest
● Publications in physical therapy journals
● Permanent topic at professional conferences
● Thematic meetings (work groups)
Insight ● No knowledge or understanding
● Not aware of own performance
● Guideline examination form (individual)
● Thematic meetings (work groups)
Acceptance ● Negative attitude
● Not ready to change
● Discussing guideline (work groups)
● Discussing guideline (collaboration with
general practitioners)
Change ● Not starting the implementation
● Not continuing the implementation
● Guideline examination form (individual)
● Discussion guideline (work groups)
● Competency manuals (individual)
Figure 3.
Diffusion plan of the Dutch physical therapy guidelines for nonspecific low back pain.20
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Figure 4.
Theoretical framework based on Rogers’ Innovation Decision Process.23,26
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vation. Activities in this “decision
stage” include gathering further in-
formation, trying out the innovation
to a limited degree, and trial by oth-
ers. During the subsequent “imple-
mentation stage,” the diffusion pro-
cess can be facilitated by positive
experiences gained previously and
by positive social influences.23,30 In
contrast, perceived barriers may im-
pede the actual implementation. In
the “confirmation stage,” the innova-
tion becomes part of the work rou-
tine, requiring that its users receive
reinforcement and positive feed-
back.23,31 The progression of an in-
novation through the 5 successive
stages is further influenced by situa-
tional factors, the nature of the inno-
vation decision, the communication
channels applied, and the facilitators
involved (Fig. 4, blue parts).26
In the present study, Rogers’ theory
informed both the focus group meet-
ings and the analysis of the inter-
views. This report concentrates on
the 5 consecutive stages of the diffu-
sion process, as described above
and depicted in Figure 4. For a more
extensive outline of Rogers’ Innova-
tion Decision Process, readers are re-
ferred to the primary source.23 The
results of this study may contribute
to subsequent implementation stud-
ies, the debate on evidence-based
medicine,32,33 and recent develop-
ments in the use of theory in imple-
mentation research.34–36
Method
Focus Group Interviews
The focus group interview route was
constructed in accordance with the
theoretical framework (Fig. 4). The
semistructured route consisted of a
topic list, meant to ensure that the
main issues with regard to the 5
steps of the innovation decision pro-
cess would be discussed, and in-
cluded follow-up probes to elicit
more detailed information.37 To
avoid prejudiced interpretation on
the part of the researchers and to
stimulate a free discussion among
the focus group participants, the
questions were formulated in an
open and inviting way.37,38 For ex-
ample, to explore the topic of “per-
suasion stage,” the question could
read “We are highly interested in
your opinions on the guidelines,”
while the follow-up prompt of “per-
ceived complexity” could be ad-
dressed by a query such as “We have
not heard anything on the user-
friendliness of the guidelines yet.”
Another example is the question
“What could you tell each other
about the way you apply the guide-
lines in your practice?” to investigate
the topic of “implementation stage”
and the query “While you are ap-
plying the guidelines, we are inter-
ested in whether you also come
across any obstacles” to address the
follow-up prompt of “perceived bar-
riers.” An eAppendix showing a com-
plete focus group interview route is
available at www.ptjournal.org.
To obtain a representative sample of
physical therapists, the interviews
were conducted during meetings of
peer consultation groups (PCGs), as
these meetings at the time were
obligatory for members of the Soci-
ety and because practice guidelines
were one of the subjects that the
Society had recommended them to
discuss. The sampling procedure
started at the Society’s Department
of Staff Training. The head of the
department provided telephone
numbers of the 3 regional PCG coor-
dinators who covered the southern
part of the Netherlands (which was
chosen for logistic reasons). Two of
these coordinators asked for addi-
tional authorization by the Society,
which was regarded as conflicting
with the independent nature of the
study. The third regional coordinator
provided us with telephone num-
bers of the 7 local PCG chairs within
his region. Four of these local PCG
chairs were willing to participate but
were unable to organize a PCG meet-
ing in time. Three PCGs were willing
to participate as well as able to de-
vote one of their meetings to discuss-
ing practice guidelines within the
time frame of the study.
The focus group interviews took
place between November 2002 and
January 2003, and the first, second,
and third interviews involved 12, 10,
and 8 physical therapists, respec-
tively. The total sample consisted of
both men (n21) and women (n9)
and covered a wide range in terms
of age (25–62 years) and number
of years of work experience (5–30
years). The interviews were con-
ducted by 2 members of the research
team (GMJR and STJR), who were
both practicing physical therapists.
Being experienced physical thera-
pists as well as experienced lecturers
in physical therapy, both interview-
ers were assumed to possess the
skills and abilities to lead focus
groups effectively.37 They alternately
acted as chair and observer.38 The
observer recorded the interview on
audiotape, prepared minutes of the
meeting, and took notes about more-
general aspects of the discussion,
such as the atmosphere, group dy-
namics, and emotions expressed.38
The interviews were conducted at
the location where the PCGs usually
met and lasted 75 to 90 minutes. As
no new information was obtained
during the third interview, the focus
group procedure was regarded as
completed (theoretical saturation).38
Data Analysis
The audiotaped focus group inter-
views were transcribed verbatim and
imported as text documents in the
NVivo 2.0 qualitative analysis pro-
gram.* We performed a qualitative
content analysis with a directed ap-
proach.37,39 Such an approach is ap-
propriate if existing theory and prior
research about a phenomenon (eg,
* QSR International Pty Ltd, 28 Hoghton St,
Southport, United Kingdom PR9 OPA.
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the diffusion of physical therapy
guidelines) are incomplete or would
benefit from further description.39
Our structured analysis was based on
a prestructured coding scheme.39,40
Such a coding scheme serves to clas-
sify large amounts of text into a pre-
defined number of categories that
represent similar meanings.39 Our
coding scheme had been composed
so as to reflect the most salient as-
pects of Rogers’ 5 diffusion of inno-
vation stages. The initial codes thus
mirrored the topics (eg, “persuasion
stage” and “implementation stage”)
and prompts (eg, “perceived com-
plexity” and “barriers”) of the focus
group interview route, while the en-
tire coding scheme looked similar to
the framework shown in Figure 4.
Additional flexible codes were used
to label other prominent topics that
emerged during the analysis.39,40 The
directed approach to content analy-
sis, therefore, could serve to concep-
tually validate or extend the theoret-
ical framework used.39
The initial coding was done by the
first author (JH), as she was experi-
enced in directed qualitative content
analysis and had a behavioral science
background and physical therapy
background but had not been
present during the focus groups in-
terviews. The interviewers (GMJR
and STJR), both of whom have a
Master of Public Health degree, thor-
oughly checked the first coding
for its exhaustiveness and appro-
priateness by verifying whether all
instances of a particular theoretical
construct had been identified and
correctly categorized. Disagree-
ments were discussed by comparing
the text passages with the opera-
tional definitions of the various con-
structs until consensus was reached.
In the end, all flexible codes were
integrated in the original code tree
that represented Rogers’ Innovation
Decision Process.
Results
General Observations
All 3 focus group interviews were
characterized by a pleasant and open
atmosphere. The debate was often
quite lively, and sometimes feelings
even ran high. Although the inter-
views elicited a wide variety of opin-
ions, the common tendency among
the respondents was to dismiss prac-
tice guidelines in general and the
guideline for low back pain in
particular.
Knowledge Stage
Acquainted with innovation. All
but one of the focus group members
had received the guidelines by mail,
but most of them had not felt much
inclined to pay much attention to it.
Yes, that is how they were sent to me,
without any explanation or whatever.
So I briefly glanced through the guide-
lines and then put them aside. Who
cares? And I left it at that.
We received a whole set of guidelines
at once. I think there were 4 of them,
and you do not read all 4 of them
immediately, and once you put them
aside, they stay aside.
Likewise, most physical therapists
had not taken a warm interest in the
guidelines. For instance, one thera-
pist commented, “No, I read the es-
sence, the card, for instance.” An-
other therapist, commenting on the
content of the guidelines, stated, “I
did not read it. I thought the term
‘nonspecific’ was already dubious, so
I did not read any further.” Another
reason was the large size of the
guidelines (eg, “Such a huge heap,
such a bundle of paper, such a bun-
dle of characters.”). This way of pre-
senting information did not fit in
well with the respondents’ more
practical learning attitude. Accord-
ing to one therapist, “That is because
we have been educated to do things.
So if you give this group a pile of
papers, who will read them? I think
nobody will.”
Understanding of innovation.
The perceived aims of the guidelines
were related to standardization and
quality of care.
It turned out that the aim of the guide-
line was to create a bit more unifor-
mity in practical procedures. In other
words, it should not be possible that
one physical therapist uses one ap-
proach and the other a different one.
That [lack of consistency] is not good
for the profession.
Few data were provided on the dif-
ferent sections of the guidelines and
their actual content. Most physical
therapists regarded the guidelines as
a package of general information
that could be interpreted in various
ways (eg, “What actually is nonspe-
cific low back pain?”). For some ther-
apists, the distinction between spe-
cific and nonspecific low back pain
was an eye-opener. Others felt it
mostly related to their own skilful-
ness. As one respondent stated, “To
me, ‘nonspecific’ stands for ‘I don’t
know,’ meaning that I should have
the patient checked by a colleague
or that he should be examined by a
good orthopedist or neurologist.” A
commonly shared idea was, how-
ever, that nonspecific low back pain
“includes such a variety of disorders
that they cannot be captured within
one single guideline. You will often
try to make a specific case for you
and your patient, and different phys-
ical therapists may not come up with
exactly the same diagnosis.”
The respondents disagreed about the
intended use of the guidelines, espe-
cially about the extent to which they
should be seen as obligatory.
Although they are called “guidelines,”
they want all of us to adhere to them.
You’re supposed to do what the
guidelines prescribe, for all patients.
Of course, it is not necessary to follow
the guidelines exactly; it is more like:
this is roughly the approach, regard-
less of the background you have.
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As long as you have good reasons to
do so, you are free to work in your
own way, because that is more effec-
tive than what is prescribed, or be-
cause you have another objective
in mind, then there should be no
problem.
Persuasion Stage
In addition to the characteristics of
the guidelines, whose influence had
been predicted by the literature, a
commonly expressed doubt con-
cerned the credibility of the guide-
lines. This was partly due to the per-
ceived lack of evidence of the
effectiveness of the various physical
therapy interventions.
More effectiveness research should
first be done with regard to physical
therapy interventions. That could
then be used for the guidelines.
There is a lot that helps for sure. Take,
for instance, massage—it is not
proven that it is not effective, is it?
Other therapists doubted the credi-
bility of the available evidence.
The way it is described in the guide-
lines, that is not the way it works.
You’re actually expected to do no
more than coaching, and then it [the
pain] should spontaneously disap-
pear. But in practice, it simply does
not spontaneously fade away.
Some of the participants, however,
felt more confident.
If the Society assures you that the
guidelines are evidence-based, then
you, as a practicing physical therapist,
can assume that that is correct. Oth-
erwise, you could just close down the
whole club [the Society].
Some of the focus group members
saw advantages for the profession.
The guidelines, for instance, are
“good for the uniformity of care” and
give “a global overview of treatment
options.” Others reported more-
personal benefits (eg, “I think it is a
great advantage that you start think-
ing again about what you are actually
doing . . . that you can see what the
state of the art is and how you should
act.”). The majority, however, saw
mainly disadvantages for their prac-
tical work (eg, “If you work accord-
ing to the guidelines, you are con-
strained in your performance, and
that is neither good for the physical
therapist nor good for the patient.”).
One commonly agreed-upon excep-
tion was made: “If there were a guar-
antee that applying the guidelines
for low back pain would speed up
the patients’ recovery processes,
yes, then I would act in accordance
with them.”
Most physical therapists saw prob-
lems regarding the compatibility of
the guidelines. These problems were
related to the patients; the thera-
pists’ autonomy, experience and
education; and other, competing
guidelines.
I have a lot of trouble with them [the
guidelines], because each patient is
different. Their treatment should be
tailored to their specific characteris-
tics. And indeed, all patients wish to
be treated in a different way.
What would be left of your indepen-
dence, your own competence, your
own practical experience?
I completed my education only 5
years ago, and I learned things that
the guidelines say I shouldn’t do. Am
I to conclude then that my training
was useless?
It simply does not fit in with the way
I normally work.
The main problem is that the regional
or hospital guidelines, which physical
therapists are expected to adhere to,
are not in line with the national guide-
lines, or the other way around.
The guidelines for low back pain
were regarded as quite complex,
mainly because of the syndrome they
addressed.
The guidelines say, if you don’t know
the cause, then it is nonspecific. But I
regard it more as a lack of knowledge
on my part.
When you do some additional
courses, such as manual therapy, you
notice that you become more able to
identify specific problems.
Yes, is your nonspecific the same non-
specific as in the guideline?
One participant concluded, “Only
specific low back problems can be
included in guidelines, resulting in a
whole lot of small guidelines. So,
they [the present guidelines] should
definitely be split up.”
Although some physical therapists
stated that “anything can be tried,”
most of them felt that the trialability
of the guidelines was limited. This
had to do with the way the guide-
lines had been presented.
If they had made them somewhat eas-
ier, or if they had been explained in a
lecture, then it would have been
much easier, much more practical.
That is what you are used to in
courses. There you pick up some
practical things, which you think you
can apply. But these guidelines are
just presented very, very badly.
The interviews offered little informa-
tion with regard to the observability
of positive effects, even though such
observability was expected to stimu-
late guideline adherence. One thera-
pist stated, “If others had better re-
sults when working in accordance
with the guideline, then I would start
working in the same way.” The same
would hold in case current practice
did not show favorable effects. A
therapist stated, “If you are getting
poor results, then it becomes inter-
esting to see what your neighbor is
doing, especially if he has better
results.”
The majority of the physical thera-
pists regarded the flexibility of the
guidelines as minimal: much too re-
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strictive, much too standardized, and
a coercive protocol from which de-
viations were not allowed. This also
related to the diversity of patients.
One respondent stated, “Three pa-
tients with low back pain, who are
similar according to the guidelines,
can get 3 completely different treat-
ments from me. And then the guide-
lines would force you to use the
same approach, because guidelines
can’t make that distinction.” Other
participants perceived more free-
dom. One therapist responded, “But
of course, I’m free to take or leave
these things, to look at whether they
suit my own ideas of how to ap-
proach my patients.” Yet, a broadly
shared opinion was that the guide-
lines “should be more like a frame-
work with more freedom of choice.”
Several, mostly negative, conse-
quences were discussed. There
were, for instance, some concerns
about the future of the profession.
You throw away part of your job.
No evidence base available for physi-
cal therapy? Then no guidelines! Oth-
erwise, you destroy the whole
profession.
Other respondents foresaw a short-
age of physical therapists. As one
participant commented, “I already
know some physical therapists who
have quit their job because they do
not like all this.” In addition, several
practice requirements were
anticipated.
My practice would have to be com-
pletely reconstructed.
A psychologist needed, extensive
training equipment needed. And who
is going to pay for that?
Some participants were already com-
plaining about financial compensa-
tions that did not materialize. One
respondent commented, “So, we are
supposed to be engaged in quality of
care, but we’re still waiting for the
money.” In addition, most physical
therapists thought that there would
be financial consequences, in which
their fees would come to depend on
whether they adhered to the guide-
lines. One therapist remarked, “I
think the insurance companies are
going to use them [the guidelines].
That is rather threatening.” Other
therapists, however, questioned the
legitimacy of this consequence. One
therapist stated, “We are all certified
physical therapists, who also take
part in advanced courses. And all
that is suddenly regarded as worth-
less, because we have to work in
accordance with the guidelines?”
Decision Stage
No clear statements were made
about the decision to adopt or reject
the guidelines, but the physical ther-
apists mentioned several actions
they should or would engage in dur-
ing this stage. For instance, gathering
further information with regard to
the content of the guidelines was
presumed to activate the adoption
decision. According to one therapist,
“That would at least allow you to
consider more carefully whether it
appeals to you.” The physical thera-
pists clearly differed, however, in
their efforts to gain new knowledge
or to acquire new skills, although
they basically felt the required com-
petencies should be present.
Because the guidelines were written
for us. If, on average, we did not pos-
sess the knowledge and skills, then
“those” who produced the guidelines
should say that you were only al-
lowed to apply them after you had
taken some additional courses.
Not many physical therapists re-
ported partially trying out the guide-
lines. A participant stated, “Now and
then I apply parts of it.” Neither did
the participants provide much con-
firmation of trial by others. As one
participant noted, “In my opinion,
less than 50% of the colleagues have
ever read these guidelines, let alone
worked with them. Where do you
find people who have experience
with them?” They even seriously
doubted the reports of their col-
leagues claiming to apply the guide-
lines. One participant responded,
“My experience is that therapists say
they adhere to the guidelines, al-
though they still all work in different
ways.”
Implementation Stage
None of the participants had applied
the guidelines regularly or com-
pletely. They had implemented them
not at all or only partly, or they had
used them in a somewhat different
way than originally intended.
I have never, ever treated one patient
in accordance with the guidelines.
I use small parts, or I find I’m already
doing the things that are recom-
mended, and then I think “Gosh, I am
not doing so badly.”
Well, I wouldn’t say I really use them
. . . not as such.
It demands a very rigorous strategy.
That is not what I do. I read the guide-
lines, and I agree with them, but I
do not use them strictly as they are
intended.
Well, if I have a very difficult patient,
with whom I’m not making any
progress, then perhaps yes.
Little practical experience with the
guidelines was reported. Some of the
experience they had was positive
(eg, “I started to pay somewhat more
attention to the social participation
aspect”), whereas some of the
experience they had was nega-
tive (eg, “Then you hear stories
[from patients], such as, ‘I’d rather
go to a sports masseur; at least then
I will be massaged’—so all at once
you’ve turned into a bad physical
therapist.”).
Several sources of social influence
were mentioned, such as conflicts of
interest with patients.
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To patients, the story of nonspecific-
ity is often hard to sell.
The patients mostly want to go back
to the level of impairments.
Although the guidelines seem to be
the cause of this problem, they also
can be used to solve it.
In the case of disagreement between
physical therapist and patient about
the treatment policy, you can always
turn to the guidelines, and you can
argue while showing them these na-
tional guidelines.
A second type of social influence
came from colleagues.
Within a group practice, I think it is
important that there are agreements
about the implementation of certain
procedures. At least you should en-
sure that your treatments are in accor-
dance with the same principle used
within the practice. What other prac-
tices do, that’s their business, of
course.
It became only partly clear to what
extent the physical therapists knew
how to use the guideline. One ther-
apist stated, “I do not know exactly
what the requirements are.” Al-
though some physical therapists ex-
pected to possess the required
knowledge and skills, others thought
that “the psychological skills are
lacking. We have not been trained to
do that, and then suddenly it appears
in a guideline as a treatment strategy.
However, to some extent, and sub-
consciously, you definitely do these
things in a correct way.”
Notwithstanding the low level of
guideline implementation, the par-
ticipants perceived a variety of
barriers.
The problem is the time. If you do
something new, then at first you lack
sufficient skills. You are not fast
enough.
The way our office is built is not
suitable.
Measurement instruments are not
available.
We’re not familiar with those
instruments.
One respondent, quite cynically,
commented, “I have them [the guide-
lines] all within reach, and then a
patient comes in, and then I tell my
secretary, ‘Please, keep the guide-
lines at hand.’”
Confirmation Stage
Little information was provided
about the confirmation stage. Over-
all, the respondents showed little
commitment to the guidelines (eg,
“We do not feel committed to
them.”). However, they felt that pos-
itive reinforcement by certain facili-
tators could help to increase their
commitment in the future, for in-
stance, by the insurance companies,
but especially by their own pro-
fessional organization. One partici-
pant remarked, “Political support. It
would be nice if the Society gave us
the idea that there is support on the
road toward working in accordance
with the guidelines.”
Discussion
Our theory-based focus group study
on the diffusion of the Dutch physi-
cal therapy guidelines for low back
pain yielded in-depth insights into
the various determinants of guide-
line adherence. Despite the variety
of opinions expressed, most of the
participating physical therapists had
rather unfavorable opinions about
issues related to the dissemination
process and provided relatively little
information on the subsequent adop-
tion process. Although all but one of
the participants had possessed a re-
cent copy of the guidelines for more
than a year, none of them had ap-
plied the guidelines regularly or
fully. These findings indicate that,
notwithstanding the carefully con-
sidered development strategy and
stepwise implementation plan,20 the
diffusion of the guidelines among
our participants had not actually
reached the stages of implementa-
tion and maintenance.
Two recent Dutch surveys also
showed that the diffusion process
had not been completed yet.12,21 In
one of the surveys, this was attrib-
uted to discrepancies between cur-
rent practice and the recommenda-
tions in the guidelines.12 Physical
therapists perceived several barriers
to guideline implementation, in-
cluding a lack of knowledge or skills
and the need for substantial struc-
tural changes relating to practice or-
ganization, staff, and equipment.12
The rather unfavorable attitude iden-
tified in our study, reflected by opin-
ions about the characteristics of the
guidelines in the persuasion stage,
contrasts not only with the findings
of a Dutch survey,12 but also with the
positive attitude toward evidence-
based practice that was found in
surveys in Spain,41 the United States,5
and Australia.1 Such differences
among countries in the attitudes of
physical therapists might be attribut-
able to differences in the contents
of the various national guidelines,
which may reflect either a more
biomedically oriented culture (eg,
United States) or a more biopsycho-
socially oriented culture (eg, the
Netherlands), making them more or
less acceptable for individual thera-
pists. The observed discrepancies
could, however, also stem from the
fact that participants generally tend
to be more open and critical in qual-
itative studies42 or from the develop-
ment of a negative group norm dur-
ing focus group interviews.38 Such a
tendency to express negative feel-
ings as a result of certain group
dynamics may have resulted in a neg-
ative bias.38 Another explanation
could be that we selected a nonrep-
resentative sample of PCG groups,
with unfavorable opinions. As at-
tending PCG group meetings was
obligatory, however, our sample of
physical therapists can be assumed
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to be representative. In fact, our sam-
ple also included critical members,
who can be assumed to be more re-
luctant to take part in voluntary
surveys.
The relatively low level of guideline
adherence and the commonly shared
unfavorable opinions that were re-
ported in this study seem to be re-
lated to perceived differences be-
tween the evidence-based guidelines
and “the art of caregiving” as an in-
herent part of physical therapist
practice.43 Although guidelines were
associated with uniformity of care,
the individuality of each patient was
considered to reflect the importance
of intuition and creativity in daily
practice. This perceived inconsis-
tency coincides with current debates
in the literature about evidence-
based medicine versus common-
sense medicine and the integration
of scientific evidence and clinical ex-
pertise.32,33 Although the Dutch
physical therapy guidelines for non-
specific low back pain are not in-
tended as a “cookbook” but as a
guide,19 our participants neverthe-
less perceived them as rigid recom-
mendations. Such rigidity has been
challenged as being at odds with in-
dividual patient needs and practitio-
ner preferences, not allowing for any
individual variation, and as being
used as a standard against which
clinicians may be judged without
outside variables being taken into
account.44 Indeed, the use of guide-
lines as a simplistic algorithm has
been acknowledged to have a poten-
tially harmful effect on professional-
ism, which may do injustice to the
complexity of medicine and the par-
allel and iterative thought processes
assumed to be inherent in clinical
judgment.8 Our findings imply that
the implementation and adoption
processes of guidelines may benefit
from strategies that are able to con-
vince physical therapists of the in-
tended judicious use of guidelines.
Such strategies, for instance, may be
derived from theories on informa-
tion processing, which suggest dis-
cussion as a method to change
knowledge, and from theories on at-
titude change, which indicate that
message repetition is important in
this respect, as is the provision of
information tailored to the individual
physical therapist’s perceptions and
behavior-specific beliefs.45
The theoretical framework that
served as the foundation of our study
enabled us to properly structure the
focus group interviews, to produce a
systematic and detailed analysis of
the data collected, and to assign the
various determinants to the consec-
utive stages of the diffusion process.
The theory-based approach allowed
us first of all to recognize that, due to
the relatively nonadherent sample,
the information we obtained did not
cover the entire diffusion process.23
The participants provided relatively
little information on the determi-
nants of the decision, implementa-
tion, and confirmation stages. This
means that the theoretical satura-
tion we observed after 3 focus group
interviews applied only to the first 2
stages of the diffusion process and
that a better understanding of the
other 3 stages would require addi-
tional interviews with physical ther-
apists with higher levels of adherence.
A second, somewhat related finding
is the lack of information about
communication channels and facili-
tators. Both aspects may be related
to the organizational level rather
than the individual level,23,46 whereas
the interviews concentrated on in-
dividual motivational determinants.
Supplementary interviews, there-
fore, should take the organizational
determinants into account as
well.41,47–49
Third, the analysis revealed a new
perceived characteristic of the guide-
lines in the persuasion stage, in ad-
dition to those predicted as being
important by the original theory,
namely the perceived credibility of
the guidelines. Although empirical
findings indicate that users want
guidelines to be scientifically justifi-
able50 and that the scientific evi-
dence should be straightforward and
not conflicting,51 we came across
only one framework of guideline ad-
herence determinants that acknowl-
edged that the potential adopters ac-
tually have to perceive them as
credible, by identifying lack of agree-
ment with the interpretation of evi-
dence as a potential barrier.17
Several limitations should be men-
tioned. First, due to the limited space
available in scientific journals, we
had to restrict our report to only one
part of Rogers’ Diffusion of Innova-
tions Theory. Reporting on the appli-
cation of the entire theory, including
the situational factors and the char-
acteristics of the innovation deci-
sion, would have done more justice
to the complex picture of guideline
adherence. Second, the various the-
oretical concepts related to the suc-
cessive stages of the diffusion pro-
cess are not mutually exclusive. This
overlap complicated the analysis of
the focus group interviews consider-
ably. Third, the trustworthiness of
the results may be threatened by the
use of theory and by a certain sub-
jectivity on the part of the research-
ers.39 This, for instance, may have
made it more likely to find evidence
that is supportive rather than non-
supportive for the theory and to
have blinded the researchers to con-
textual aspects of the diffusion pro-
cess. In addition to the measures we
already applied to prevent such bi-
ases, the trustworthiness of the study
could have been increased further by
the use of an audit process.39 As a
final limitation, the actual level of
guideline adherence by the physical
therapists who participated in the fo-
cus group interviews was subjec-
tively assessed. Despite the low lev-
els of adoption and implementation
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that could be inferred from the phys-
ical therapists’ statements, most of
them nevertheless had explicit and
clear-cut opinions about the guide-
lines. These opinions, however, re-
flected several misconceptions with
regard to the content, the aim, and
the use of the guidelines, such as the
exact meaning of nonspecific low
back pain and the idea that the
guidelines were meant as rigid treat-
ment instructions. Thus, it could be
questioned to what extent the deter-
minants identified in our study are
indeed related to actual guideline
adherence.
Our theory-based qualitative study
has offered the in-depth understand-
ing of determinants of guideline ad-
herence that is seen as the necessary
start of a planned approach to de-
velop effective interventions to in-
crease evidence-based practice in
physical therapy.11,15,18 The detailed
information we collected served as
valuable input for a follow-up survey
to gain further insight into the asso-
ciation between the qualitatively
identified determinants and the ac-
tual level of guideline adherence
among a representative sample of
Dutch physical therapists.26 That
survey, in turn, offered some of the
necessary foundations for the choice
of potentially effective methods
and strategies to enhance guideline
implementation. Future studies on
guideline implementation in physi-
cal therapy, as well as other health
care disciplines, therefore, may ben-
efit from adopting our approach
while taking into account the limita-
tions we discussed above. For a com-
plete inventory of possible determi-
nants of guideline adherence, it is
especially recommended to apply a
purposeful sampling strategy37 to
guarantee that the focus group inter-
views include physical therapists
from each of the various stages of the
diffusion process. Such a sampling
strategy, in turn, could profit from
the use of objective measures of
guideline adherence, such clinical
vignettes.22,52
Conclusion
We believe that the application of a
theoretical framework offers an im-
portant advantage over other qualita-
tive examinations of determinants of
guideline adherence. Although the
benefits of applying theory in imple-
mentation studies have been ques-
tioned,53 we believe that our results
illustrate the added value of such
an approach. The limitations we
encountered with regard to our ap-
proach, however, also support the
view that applying theory in this field
remains a challenging exercise.34
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